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ABSTRACT
Students  f rom se lec ted  Malays ian  schools  are  curren t ly 
learning Mathematics and Science in English under the DUAL 
Language Programme. They are exposed to additional hours of 
English compared to non-DLP ones. This paper investigates the 
extent to which the extra hours of English language exposure assist 
pr imary  schoo l  s tuden t s  in  grasp ing  the  morpho log ica l 
structures of English adjectives. The cross-linguistic differences in 
Malay and English could be one of the main reasons students face 
d i f f i cu l t i e s  in  acqu i r ing  Eng l i sh  ad jec t i ves .  Da ta  were 
collated from two different Year 2 classes involving a DLP and a 
non-DLP group. Vocabulary Size Test (VST) measured the use of 
base form of adjectives while Comparative Adjective TEST were used 
for the comparative ones. Test scores were analysed to gauge the 
possible significant difference between the control and the 
experimental groups. The findings reveal that the mean scores for DLP 
group are not significantly higher than non-DLP group for both tests.
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INTRODUCTION
The English language is no longer used within specific circles as its usage 
has become increasingly global. As Firth (1996) emphasizes, English is a 
contact language between persons who do not share a common native tongue 
or a common culture, and for whom it is the chosen foreign language of 
communication. As the English language is currently used worldwide, being 
competent and having a bigger size of lexical items is indeed tremendously 
beneficial. Based on Kachru’s (1992) three circles model, Malaysia is 
located in the outer circle where the language has been used as a second 
language. English has become widely used by people from different sectors 
and diverse social backgrounds. Hence, to master the language, a proper 
educational system needs to be in place as it is one of the most crucial 
methods in increasing English competency. 
Proficiency in the English language involves mastering various skills 
such as reading, writing, speaking and listening and the core catalyst in 
being effective in using all those skills is having vast vocabulary items. 
Once a person has a large repertoire of English words stored in his brain, 
the process of learning will be easier since it leads to an independent process 
of acquiring the language. Mokhtar et al. (2010) emphasize that the ideal 
vocabulary size for university students is 17, 000 word families of noun, 
adjective, verb, and adverb. 
In ensuring that a second language learner has no difficulty in learning 
and using English as he becomes older and continues his studies at the 
tertiary level, early exposure to the language is undoubtedly essential. The 
implementation of the teaching and learning of Mathematics and Science in 
English called ‘Pembelajaran dan Pengajaran Sains dan Matematik dalam 
Bahasa Inggeris’ (PPSMI) started in 2003 and ended in 2012. Though 
the policy aimed to raise the standard of English proficiency and keep 
Malaysians abreast with science and technological knowledge, PPSMI 
raised a lot of issues when some parents and teachers did not agree with its 
implementation. Selamat, Esa, Saad, and Atim’s (2011) research findings 
suggested that PPSMI should be stopped mainly due to the shortage of 
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teachers who have mastered the English language in teaching of mathematics 
and science. The learning of the two subjects in English did not help students 
to be competent in the language due to teachers’ tendencies to code-switch 
when they were teaching. Though code-switching can be part of a teacher’s 
repertoire of teaching techniques, its excessive use may limit learners’ much 
needed exposure to the target language. This notion of over-reliance on code-
switching is reiterated by Isahak et al. (2008) in a study on 3903 primary 
five students where they found that 85% of the teachers code-switched the 
English language with their mother tongue (cited in Suliman, Mohd Noor 
and Md. Yunus (2017). The concern that many students are unable to speak 
and write fluently in English has led the government into implementing yet 
another policy called ‘To Uphold Bahasa Malaysia, To Strengthen Bahasa 
Inggeris’ (MBMMBI). The Ministry of Education (MoE) (2015) has 
introduced a new programme under this policy known as Dual Language 
Programme (DLP) with the aim to enhance the acquisition of the language 
among pupils in primary and secondary schools. The implementation of 
this programme with a specific investigation on the usage of the English 
adjectives is the focus of this paper. 
DUAL-LANGUAGE PROGRAMME (DLP)
The process of formulating and implementing a national education policy 
is complex as there are numerous variables to be considered based on the 
nature of the country. Bell and Stevenson (2006) describe education policy 
as ‘a dynamic process in which the nation state exerts power and deploys 
resources in conjunction with regional, local and even institutional agencies’. 
In the Malaysian scenario, education policy has been an intensely discussed 
issue especially in relation to the teaching of Science and Mathematics. 
DLP requires students who are involved in the programme to learn the two 
subjects in English. On the other hand, the rest of the students in national 
and national vernacular schools use Malay or their native language of either 
Mandarin or Tamil as the medium of instruction. Only Standards 1 and 4 
students are involved in the implementation of this programme at primary 
schools while only Form 1 students are involved at secondary level. The 
previous implementation, PPSMI, differed from DLP in this term; all 
students had to participate in it.
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MoE’s (2015) four requirements for a school to implement DLP are;
i. A school must have adequate sources
ii. The teachers must be ready to implement DLP
iii. There is demand and support from parents
iv. The school has good achievement in the Malay language. 
Suliman, Mohd Noor, and Md. Yunus (2017) mention in their study on 
DLP that there are three main objectives of this implementation. They are:
i. Providing knowledge to the students so that they are ready 
 to compete with other graduates as well as to assist students in 
 employment.
ii. Assisting and capturing students’ enthusiasm of STEM education 
 at the tertiary level. (STEM refers to Science, Technology, 
 Engineering, and Mathematics).
iii. Allocating more hours of learning the English language so that the 
 students can improve English proficiency. 
Globally, DLP is not a new language immersion programme because 
it is implemented in other countries such as Japan, Finland, and United 
States of America (US). As for the latter, Steele et al. (2017) report that the 
US has a similar programme for kindergartens all the way to high school 
level with participants speaking, among others, Russian and Spanish as 
their mother tongues. It results in rapid improvement in mastering English 
and aids students well at the tertiary level. The same stand is applied in 
Malaysia when the MoE implements DLP in hope to prepare students 
with the adequate knowledge of English basically because most reference 
books in colleges and universities are in the language. Noriza et al. (2011) 
highlight that their research on teachers as well as lecturers indicate that the 
majority of them provided positive feedback and in terms of readiness, 65% 
of them were ready to teach Science and Mathematics in English. From the 
perspective of students, a study on DLP which was conducted by Tuah and 
Mohini (2010) found that most students supported the implementation of 
the programme on the basis of employability.
The same nature of implementation is also practiced in countries in 
Europe and North America where foreign languages are utilised to teach 
and learn non-language subjects. This implementation is known as Content-
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Based Language Instruction and Immersion (CBLI). North America and 
Europe have implemented CBLI for a few decades now and the results 
have been surprisingly impressive. For instance,  Aziz and Maarof (2015) 
highlight the study conducted in Finland where the researchers made a 
comparison between students who were involved in CBLI and those who 
were not. Their way of answering a question is found very different whereby 
CBLI students answered with more justifications provided and their choice 
of lexis kept changing. The study shows evidence that by participating in 
CBLI the students’ size of lexical items expanded. Other than that, CBLI 
students were found to interact more with teachers in the classroom by 
voicing out their opinions and answering questions voluntarily. 
The emphasis of this current study is to see how the exposure to the 
English language affects the vocabulary size of students. In a related study, 
Harji, Balakrishnan, Bhar, and Lecthumanan (2015) explored the vocabulary 
levels of Malaysian undergraduates. Their study focused on a few variables 
such as year of study, gender and courses. The findings showed that students 
who majored in Law and IT have larger vocabulary size compared to those 
majoring in Management.  They further elaborated that Law and IT students 
were more exposed to the English language and their lexical size kept 
increasing as they used different words according to different contexts and 
situations. This finding strongly suggest that exposure to the language aids 
students in improving English proficiency.  
This study focuses on DLP as a strategy used by the Ministry of 
Education to assist students to widen their lexicon. Aitchison (2012) defined 
‘mental lexicon as human word-store or mental dictionary’ thus, lexical size 
is defined as the vocabulary size one has in their brain. Having a larger size 
of English words is beneficial since the English language has become an 
international language where most people speak using it around the globe 
and it is advantageous for an individual to use the language as a skill to 
convey any messages to the society. Nation (1990), as cited by Mokhtar et 
al. (2010) mentioned that learners need to be at approximately 2,000- and 
3,000- word level to communicate, while 5,000- words will assist them 
in the classroom. Words from the University Word List (UWL) will help 
students understand their textbooks and academic materials at the tertiary 
level. The UWL is ‘a word list created by combining four pre-existing lists, 
two based on corpora and two based upon frequently annotated words by 
students in textbook (Wadden, Ferreira, & Rush, 2016)’.
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Vocabulary, in general, comprises numerous word classes. 
Nevertheless, the main focus of this study is limited to adjective whereby 
it attempts to ascertain whether early exposure of English language could 
improve the use of adjectives among students. It is broadly observed in some 
studies (e.g. Jalaluddin, Awal, and Bakar (2008) and Lotfie, Kadir, and Pilus 
(2017)) that the distinctive linguistic features between Malay language and 
English language cause students to face difficulties to grasp the rules and 
be fluent in the English language, the same difficulty is hypothesized in the 
learners trying to acquire English adjective that have morphological and 
metalingual differences from Malay. As learning vocabulary is important 
for language literacy, Mohd Asraf, Abdullah and Md Zamin (2016) in their 
study on the different performances between boys and girls, advocated that 
early exposure to reading should start even at primary level.  
VOCABULARY ACQUISITION STRATEGIES 
As highlighted by Schmitt (2000) ‘vocabulary acquisition is incremental in 
nature’.  And therefore, students cannot grasp all the English lexical items in 
a short period of time. Schmitt emphasizes that the students should acquire 
vocabulary gradually and the process of acquisition should start from an 
early age. Whatever their starting point is, once the students are enrolled 
into colleges and universities, they are expected to have a certain quantity of 
vocabulary to aid their process of learning. In a study by Bahns and Eldaw 
(1993), they found that students continued to improve and become more 
native-like as the day passed and their lexical items keep growing each day. 
They emphasized that ‘word-knowledge type took time to develop’, (Bahns 
& Eldaw, 1993, p.118). It can be inferred that there is indeed a difference in 
writing as well as speaking between students who are exposed to English 
in their early age from those who are not.
Schmitt (1997) listed out approximately 54 strategies used in 
acquiring English words. The three significant categories of strategies are 
determination strategies (DET), social strategies (SOC) as well as memory 
strategies (MEM). In brief, DET is related to intrinsic motivation as the 
students themselves decide to learn and make an effort to acquire lexical 
items. The strategies in SOC involve the people around the learners such as 
teachers and parents who play an important role in assisting them. Lastly, 
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MEM includes tests, the frequency of studying and also the use certain 
discourse such as pictures or songs to learn new words. Social strategy 
(SOC) echoes the nature of DLP where students are supposed to undergo 
early exposure of English.
Ozender (2016) and Treffers-Diller and Milton (2013) emphasized 
that vocabulary size is essential in all aspects of language such as reading, 
listening, writing as well as speaking. Tests and interviews were conducted 
in both research to discover students’ vocabulary size.  Even though the 
two studies were carried out in different places, their findings showed how 
larger vocabulary size assists students to cope with their studies, especially 
in their tertiary education. Similarly, Tan’s and Goh’s (2017) study provided 
the evidence that larger vocabulary size assists students in their academic 
endeavours especially in comprehending reading materials. According 
to their study which involved students in tertiary education in Malaysia, 
the lowest vocabulary size obtained is 4,000-word families and this was 
found to correlate with the students’ lower reading proficiency test score 
of 27.5%. The finding showed that only 1.89% students from the sample 
have an adequate vocabulary size with the mean vocabulary size at 10,200-
word families. 
DLP acts as one of the strategies for students, in particular, to improve 
their English language competency. This study focuses on how DLP 
represents a strategy to broaden the adjectives correctly.
ADJECTIVES
Rusiecki (1985, p.1) claimed that ‘adjectives can only be defined by a set of 
complementary criteria, morphological and syntactic’. The simple definition 
of an adjective is a further explanation of a noun. This is as defined by 
Payne (2006, p.116) who said that an adjective is “a word that can be used 
in a noun phrase to specify some property of the head noun of the phrase”. 
An adjective gives an attribute or a quality to a certain noun. Quirk (1972) 
explained further by giving four significant features of an adjective which 
are listed below:
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1. An adjective can occur in attributive position.
2. An adjective can occur in predicative position.
3. An adjective can be categorised further into comparative and 
 superlative forms.
4. An adjective also can be pre-modified by the intensifier.
 There are four basic forms of adjectives in English which are the 
 base, comparative, superlative, as well as participial (Dahami, 
 2012). The distinctive feature of these forms is the suffixes. Below 
 is an example of suffixation process causes different forms of an 
 adjective:
  a. Base form: Alice is a smart student.
  b. Comparative form: Alice is smarter than Joanna
  c. Superlatives form: Alice is the smartest in the class
  d. Participle form: Alice has an interesting book to read.
Adjectives can also be classified into three categories of peripheral 
semantic types which are the physical property, human propensity as well 
as speed (Dixon, 2004). The examples of each type are listed below.
1.  Physical property: hard, rough, and weak.
2.  Human propensity: sad, generous, and proud.
3.  Speed: fast, slow, and quick.
As for comparisons, the English adjectives require the use of more and 
most for longer words, e.g. more and most substantial. As for shorter words 
of one or two syllables, inflections are needed to indicate comparative and 
superlative forms. The comparative forms are explained by Delahunty and 
Garvey (2010) as follows:
1. If the base form adjective ends in
 a. /-e/, /-r/ is added to signify comparison, e.g. nicer
 b. vowels + consonants; /-t/,/-d/,/-g/,/-m/, and /-n/, the last consonant 
 need to be written twice + /-er/, e.g. hotter and sadder.
2. If the base form adjective has two syllables and ends with /-y/, 
 change the phoneme /-y/ into /-ier/ to indicate comparative adjective, 
 e.g. prettier.
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As mentioned in the earlier part of this paper, the distinctive features 
between Malay and English adjectives can cause difficulties for students to 
grasp and comprehend the English ones. Mohd Noor, Hamzah, Husain, and 
Che Su (2015) categorised Malay adjectives into five particular categories 
namely: 
Table 1: Types of Adjectives
No. Adjective Example
1 Base form Cantik (pretty), bagus (good), sedap 
(delicious)
2 The addition of affix Kemerahan (reddish), tertinggi (highest), 
serendah (as low as)
3 Double adjective Besar-besar (huge), sepandai-pandai (as 
clever as), kemerah-merahan (reddish)
4 Compound adjective Merah jambu (pink), ringan tulang (diligent), 
riang gembira (joyous)
5 Comparative adjective Sebesar (as large as), lebih pandai (smarter)
 
The main difference between the Malay and English adjectives is their 
place in a phrase whereby a Malay adjective comes after a noun (pelajar 
cemerlang). Meanwhile, in English, an adjective precedes a noun; hence 
it becomes ‘excellent student’. Syntactically, this kind of difference may 
lead to confusion in using an adjective phrase.
The focus of this study is on base and comparative form of adjectives. 
The difference between English and Malay comparative adjective is the 
placement of an affix. In English, there are two methods of indicating 
comparison which are by adding the suffix –er to an adjective, together with 
‘than’, as well as by adding quantifiers; ‘much’ and ‘more’ and followed 
by ‘than’. However, in the Malay language, the comparative adjective can 
be illustrated by using the quantifier; lebih (more) followed by daripada 
(than).  Interference of the first language could be the main reason of students 
facing difficulty to grasp the rules of English adjective. Both of the studies 
by Jalaluddin, Awal and Bakar (2008) and Singh, Singh, and Ravinthar 
(2017) found that more than 50% of their participants were unable to answer 
correctly the questions on comparative and superlative adjectives. The main 
factor that led to their findings was the absence of similar rules in their native 
language, thus, the researchers deduced this as first language interference.
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It should be mentioned that as the participants in this study were 
Standard two students, the superlative adjective was omitted in the 
instrument because the topic is not included in their syllabus. The hours of 
exposure to linguistic features may help students to acquire and comprehend 
relevant rules. Therefore, it was hypothesized that DLP class students might 
grasp the rules and excel in the test compared to non-DLP class students. 
METHODOLOGY
This study employed a mixed method design combining a quasi-experiment 
and content analysis. It is considered as a quasi-experiment because there 
were two intact groups involved in the study. The quasi-experiment helped 
answer the first research question while content analysis was adopted for 
the second research question. The experimental group in the study was the 
DLP group which used English as the official language of instruction in 
Science and Mathematics. The control group used the Malay language as 
a medium of instruction for the two subjects. The summary of the quasi-
experiment is shown in Table 2. 







DLP class / / /
Non-DLP class / /
This study utilised two tests which are Vocabulary Size Test (VST), 
and Comparative Adjective Test (CAT). Content analysis was performed 
on CAT to investigate further the types of comparative adjectives used by 
the students.
The tests, VST and CAT, aimed to collect data to answer the two 
research questions, thus, both groups, the experimental and the control 
group were involved in the tests. Vocabulary Size Test (VST) was used 
to answer the first research question on the size of English adjectives of 
the subjects. There were 40 words scattered in a table comprising nouns, 
verbs, and adjectives. The students were required to circle the adjectives 
in the table. The total of the adjectives in the table were 20 with a total of 
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20 marks. This test was adapted from ESL Library (ESL Library, n.d.) and 
most of the words listed were based on the Standard two English syllabus 
(MoE, 2017). Some of the adjectives were intentionally taken outside 
the syllabus to test their proficiency. All the 20 adjectives in the test were 
attributive (Quirk, 1972) in nature.
Due to the fact that the participants were Standard two students, this 
study only focuses on two types of adjectives which were base form and 
comparative form. VST focused on the base form of English adjectives 
which included an attribute of a person or an object.  The subjects were 
given 20 minutes to complete this test. The test was validated in the pilot 
stage of the study. The reliability index for the test is high at .81.
The second test, Comparative Adjective Test (CAT), required the 
students to fill in blanks with the correct comparative adjective forms by 
adding a respective suffix. The result of the second test aimed to answer the 
second research question.  CAT was adapted from an educational website 
which is ESL Library, managed by Red River Press Inc (n.d.). The website 
was meant to assist both teachers and students in learning and improving 
their proficiency in the English language.  
CAT concerned with the correct use of comparative adjectives among 
the students in the sentences given, and measured whether they managed to 
grasp the structure of comparative English adjectives or not. The base form 
of the adjectives were provided for each sentence. All the questions were 
a declarative sentence which suited their level. An example was given to 
assist students to recap what they have learned in class as well as to assist 
them to capture the structure of English comparative adjectives. An extract 
of the test is as follows:
     A tower is (tall) _______ than a house. 
The students were allocated with 20 minutes to answer this test. The 
test was validated during the pilot study stage of the research. The reliability 
of the test was checked by running Cronbach’s Alpha which provided the 
considerably high reliability index of .74. The summary of the research 
design is shown in Table 3.
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Table 3: Summary of Research Design
No Research Questions (RQ) Data Collection Data Analysis
1 Is there a significant 
difference between the 
mean scores of DLP 
students’ and normal class 










2 Is there a difference between 
DLP students’ and non-DLP 











Content analysis of 
sentences
FINDINGS AND DISCUSSION
RQ1: Is there a significant difference between the mean 
scores of DLP students’ and non-DLP class students’ 
vocabulary size of adjectives?
In answering the research question, the data from the Vocabulary Size 
Test (VST) were analysed using independent sample t-test to compare the 
mean scores between experimental (DLP) and control (non-DLP) groups. 
The results indicate that 21 students from DLP managed to identify at 
least half of the adjectives listed in the table whereas for non-DLP group, 
there are 18 students obtained 10-20 marks this test. As can see from the 
graph in Figure 1, a majority of the students face no difficulty in terms of 
identifying attributive adjectives listed. Both groups; DLP and non-DLP 
indicate minimum differences in their score.
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Figure 1: Comparison Between DLP and non-DLP Groups in Identifying 
Adjectives
The test was further analysed by using independent sample t-test to 
compare the mean scores between students from DLP and non-DLP groups. 
Table 4 indicates descriptively that the DLP group obtained a higher mean 
score than non-DLP group; (M=12.41, SD=3.83, M=11.22, SD=3.74) 
respectively. 
Table 4: The Comparison Mean Scores of VST between DLP and Non-DLP 
Group
GROUP N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean
DLP 27 12.41 3.83 .74
Non-DLP 27 11.22 3.72 .72
     
As presented in Table 5, even though the DLP group scored higher 
than non-DLP group, the result indicate that there is no significant difference 
in the scores for DLP and non-DLP at t(52)=1.15.
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Interval of the 
Difference
Lower Upper
DLP 1.15 52 .25 1.19 1.03 -.88 3.25
Non-
DLP
1.15 51.96 .25 1.19 1.03 .88 3.25
     
Discussion on the Findings of Vocabulary Siza Test (VST)
The mean scores of the test conducted indicated that the students from 
DLP scored higher than non-DLP group. It evidently showed that a year of 
DLP implementation during Standard 1 did facilitate them in improving their 
English language. Though encouraging, the implementation of DLP, at this 
point, did not stimulate students’ English adjective acquisition as much as 
expected because there is no significant difference between DLP and non-
DLP groups inferentially. This differs from the findings in a study by Aziz 
and Maarof (2015) on Finnish students who were involved in Content-Based 
Language Instruction and Immersion (CBLI). The size of their lexical items 
increased compared to those who were not involved in the programme. 
Unlike the current study, theirs was not limited to an individuated word 
class or in other words it included vocabulary acquisition in general.
In the case of the findings in the current study, external factors might 
be the reasons why the obtained mean score between these two groups did 
not show much difference. For instance, there is a possibility students from 
the non-DLP group were getting additional English input such as tuition or 
extra classes after school. Besides, family educational background is the 
other example of an external factor which could influence the findings of 
this study. A study by Owusu, Amuzu and Agor (2015) provided evidence 
that family background and English proficiency are closely related. The 
study which was based at Ghana Baptist University College revealed that 
the students who had educated parents were doing better compared to 
other students because their parents had been supervising their English 
proficiency. Students’ background had not been a variable of this study but 
it may have been the confounding variable to its result.
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From another perspective, the implementation of DLP might assist 
students’ language proficiency in different areas and contexts. For example, 
the longer allocated hours of English exposure may assist students in terms 
of their acquisition of lexical items in general as well as their pronunciation 
of English words. Waxman and Guasti (2009) found that children acquire 
larger size vocabulary of a noun than adjective when there are exposed to the 
language in a certain period of time. Pholsward (2015) also highlighted in 
his study the same test was conducted to two different groups with different 
age. The second group which was in secondary three school scored higher 
in vocabulary test compared to primary six students. He deduced from 
the results that the longer year of exposure to the language itself facilitate 
learners efficiently in acquiring lexicons. In this study, the students from 
DLP group were exposed to the English language more than students from 
non-DLP group and as hypothesized earlier, the DLP students might possess 
larger vocabulary size in general compared to non-DLP students as it could 
be seen in the result, DLP obtained higher mean score than non-DLP. 
In addition, DLP may not the best approach to assist students in 
broadening their English adjective but it might help in a different angle of 
English proficiency which is reading skills. Moghadam and Adel (2011) 
claimed that CBLI which has the same nature of DLP facilitated students 
in reading. Based on their analysis, it indicated a statistically significant 
value among students who were experiencing CBLI compared to ordinary 
students.
RQ2: Is there a difference between DLP students’ and non-
DLP students’ use of comparative adjectives?
Descriptive analysis was run on CAT scores and it can be seen from 
Table 6 that the DLP group obtained a higher score (M=14.00, SD=3.22) 
than non-DLP group (M=11.44, SD=1.34).
Table 6: The Comparison of CAT Scores between DLP and Non-DLP Group
GROUP N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean
DLP 27 14.00 3.22 .620
Non-DLP 27 11.44 6.95 1.34
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The same method of inferential statistical analysis as VST which 
was the independent sample t-test was applied. The comparison of mean 
scores between these two groups are presented in the table below. Table 7 
indicates that there is no significant difference for CAT between DLP and 
non-DLP at t (52) = 1.73.






Std. Error     
  Difference 
95% Confidence 
Interval of the 
Difference
Lower Upper
DLP 1.73 52 .09 2.57 1.48 -.43 5.52
Non-DLP 1.73 36.68 .09 2.57 1.48 -.43 5.54
  
According to the CAT results, there were four repeated errors for both 
experimental and control groups. Below is the list of questions the majority 
of the students failed to answer correctly regardless of the group they were in.
 1. His cat is __________ (fat) than my cat.
 2. A fire is __________ (hot) than a cup of tea.
 3. An elephant is __________ (big) than a mouse.
 4. A rose smells __________ (nice) than a sunflower.
The same pattern of answer was written for the first three questions 
above. The majority of the students failed to write the correct answer 
because they added the suffix -er without doubling up the final consonant 
of the root words. For example, students would write *fater instead of 
fatter and *hoter instead of hotter. According to the result, the number of 
DLP students who could answer correctly for fat was 2, hot (2) and big 
(3 students) respectively meanwhile there was only one student from the 
non-DLP group who managed to answer all these questions correctly. The 
other interesting finding was discovered for the fourth question. There were 
six students from DLP group and three students from non-DLP group who 
wrote the correct answer for the comparative adjective form of nice. The 
remaining students wrote *niceer which must have been based on their initial 
understanding that the suffix -er is added to form a comparative adjective.
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Discussion on the Findings of Comparative Adjective Test 
(CAT)
It can be inferred from the mean scores of CAT that the number of students 
from DLP group who managed to answer correctly was higher than non-
DLP group. That observation is indeed encouraging in terms of the success 
in the implementation of DLP, specifically in helping learners to grasp the 
concept of the needed inflectional forms for comparative and superlative 
adjectival forms. It is also undeniable that the t-test result indicate that the 
difference between DLP and non DLP scores was not significant. This result 
could be linked to the interference of the first language, Malay, which do 
not have the same rules of inflections to indicate comparisons (Mohd Noor, 
Hamzah, Husain, & Che Su, 2015). Jalaluddin, Awal and Bakar (2008), 
Singh, Singh, and Ravinthar (2017) and Abubakar et al (2017) studies also 
indicate that their participants had difficulties in answering questions related 
to comparative and superlative adjectives. And indeed as mentioned above, 
it is interesting to find out that the majority of students were not able to write 
the correct comparative adjective for fat, hot, big and nice. The English 
language rely on suffixes to indicate the comparative forms for these words 
(Delahunty & Garvey, 2010). There is no parallel affixations in the Malay 
language except for the case of –ter, a prefix is added to a base form but 
only in a superlative form, not in comparative form. This occurs in such a 
case like tercantik (the most beautiful). This absence of similar rule could 
be one of the main reasons why students were not able to answer correctly. 
CONCLUSION
Essential findings were discovered and based on the results, of both 
tests; VST and CAT, the students from DLP group scored higher than the 
students from non-DLP group which supported the initial hypothesis; the 
implementation of Dual-Language Programme does support the acquisition 
of English adjective and also the use of the comparative adjective. One 
the one hand, it can be cautiously interpreted that the Dual-Language 
Programme was successful to a certain extent but on the other, it did not 
overwhelmingly facilitate students in broadening English adjective and also 
comprehending the different rules in English adjective. 
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At the beginning of the study and based on the research questions, two 
possible hypotheses were formed. It was hypothesized that the DLP students 
scored higher for both tests; VST and CAT. The second hypothesis was there 
was a statistically significant difference between DLP and the non-DLP mean 
score for both tests. The first hypothesis was accepted as the mean score for 
DLP students were higher for both tests. However, the difference showed in 
the mean score for both tests was found not statistically significant between 
these two groups. Thus, the second hypothesis was rejected. It has to be 
acknowledged that this supports Aziz (2009) and  Singh, Abdul Rahman and 
Hoon (2010) who strongly believed that teaching Science and Mathematics 
in English did not assist students in improving their English proficiency 
yet weakening students’ achievement in Science and Mathematics subject, 
especially in the rural area schools. 
However, the results of this study could have been influenced 
by methodological limitations. For example, there were constraints in 
administering the more robust pre-test post-test experimental design. 
A comparison of the two test scores could have favoured DLP more 
convincingly. It is noteworthy to highlight that Dual-Language Programme 
is a new implementation which requires a lot of researches and subsequent 
improvements to accommodate the 21st century generation and their learning 
environment and most importantly, the global demands of the English 
language in the future. 
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